Case 1 :06-cv-00599-JDB Document 17-2 Filed 12/11/2006 Page 1 of 40 



JLI I ill it 

Attachment 



Case 1 :06-cv-00599-JDB Document 1 7-2 Filed 1 2/1 1 /2006 Page 2 of 40 



Exhibit A 



Case 1 :06-cv-00599-JDB Document 1 7-2 Filed 1 2/1 1 /2006 Page 3 of 40 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



PAULINE STONEHILL, Co-executor and 

Co-special administrator of the Estate of Harry 

S. Stonehill, 

Calle Guillermo Tell 14 

Churriana 29140 Malaga, ESP 

Plaintiff, 



v. 



INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20224 

Defendant. 



Case No. 06 599 (JDB) 



PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE'S MOTION 

FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME 



In addition to the initial ninety-day extension that the IRS has already received, the IRS 
now seeks an additional ninety-day extension, or a total of six months to complete its Vaughn 
index. The IRS filed its motion seeking this extension on the day its Vaughn index was due. 
Many of the reasons the IRS provides to justify three more months are dubious or misleading. 
Ultimately, a more limited (yet still generous) thirty-day extension is reasonable and would 
provide the IRS with four months, in total, to complete its Vaughn index. 1 



1 Plaintiff has already offered the IRS one additional month beyond the original three- 
month extension, but the IRS would not consider anything other than a full three more months. 
See R. Heggestad Dec. U 1 1 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 1 . 
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Among other issues, the IRS alleges that, although "an agreement has been reached" 
regarding duplication and search costs, "to date no payment has been received from plaintiff/' 2 
Yet, when Plaintiff offered a compromise concerning duplication and search costs to the IRS, the 
IRS never communicated that it had accepted the offer. Plaintiff had no idea that the IRS had 
accepted its offer until receiving the instant motion for an additional three-month extension. 3 

After reviewing the IRS' motion, Plaintiff contacted IRS counse! who informed Plaintiff 
that she "forgot" to convey the agency's agreement to Plaintiffs offer. 4 Plaintiff has now sent 
the IRS a checks This exchange typifies the communications between Plaintiff and the IRS over 
the past three months. The IRS shows Plaintiff courtesy and appears cooperative, but then, for 
one reason or another, nothing happens (or nothing happens quickly). Instead, things are 
"forgotten" or otherwise fail to occur. 

To provide another example, on September 8, 2006, Plaintiff asked the IRS to produce a 
legible copy of a June, 29, 1962 memorandum that the IRS had already disclosed, albeit in partly 
illegible form. 6 Despite multiple further requests, it took the IRS more than two months, until 
November 14, 2006, to produce a legible copy of this single, already-disclosed document. 7 



2 IRS Motion, at 6. 

3 R. Heggestad Dec. | 2 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 1 . 
4 IdatH3. 

5 See Letter from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Dec. 8, 2006) (with copy of check), 
attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

6 Letter from R, Heggestad to B. Campbell (Sept. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 

7 Email from B. Campbell to R. Heggestad (Nov. 14, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 4, 
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Plaintiff has also repeatedly 8 asked the IRS to produce two public documents, a 
deposition transcript of an IRS agent and a court hearing involving one of Plaintiff s prior 
lawyers. No privilege could possibly apply to these publicly-filed court documents. Yet, for 
reasons that Plaintiff does not understand, the IRS will not produce them. 

IRS attorney Krista Piersol' s declaration demonstrates that the IRS actually has done very 
little. In her declaration, Ms. Piersol states (or admits) that, over the past three months, she has 
reviewed only "approximately seven boxes of the requested 48 boxes.'* 9 At this rate - seven 
boxes every three months - the IRS will need another 1 .5 years to finish its Vaughn index. In 
reality, of course, the IRS could proceed more quickly if it chose. Plaintiff respectfully requests 
that the Court deny the IRS' request for a three-month extension and award a thirty-day 
extension instead. 

I. THE IRS IS EXAGGERATING THE WORKLOAD THE VA UGHN INDEX 

INVOLVES. 

The IRS has already reviewed the documents at issue twice. On November 26, 2002, 
during earlier Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") proceedings, the IRS reviewed and decided 
to withhold approximately 3000 documents pursuant to various FOIA exemptions. 10 The 3000- 
document set includes the 1300 documents at issue here. 11 Subsequently, on October 15, 2004, 
in the related Stonehill Rule 60(b) litigation, the IRS (through the Department of Justice Tax 



8 See, e.g.. Letter from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Nov. 10, 2006), attached hereto as 
Exhibit 10; Email from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Nov. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 
9; Email from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Oct. 17, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 7; Letter 
from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Sept, 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 3. 

9 K, Piersol Dec. (Dec. 4, 2006), at 4. 

10 R. Heggestad Dec. 1} 4 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit L 

n Idat1f5. 
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Division) submitted a final privilege log, again asserting various privileges to justify its decision 
to withhold the 3000-document set. 12 And, again, the 3000-document-set includes the 1300 
documents at issue here. 13 Accordingly, the IRS (or its counsel) has already reviewed the 1300 
documents - twice. Two prior reviews, including a privilege log, should speed the current 
process. 

The Court should also note that the documents at issue have not changed since the 
August 3, 2006 status conference. There, the IRS initially requested only thirty additional days 
after filing its answer to complete the Vaughn index, although Plaintiff voluntarily offered the 
IRS another sixty days. 14 Nothing has changed since then other than the IRS' assessment of how 
long the index will take - the number of documents that the Vaughn index must address is 
exactly the same, but the IRS initially sought only one month to complete the index. 

Finally, a Vaughn index is essentially a specialized, slightly more elaborate form of 
privilege log. As the Court is aware, parties regularly complete such logs reflecting thousands of 
privileged documents with reasonable dispatch. It is unlikely that a party would receive six 
months to produce a 1300-document privilege log. One additional month, or four months total, 
will provide the IRS with enough time - and the same amount of additional time, one month, that 
the IRS originally said it that needed requested to complete the entire process. 15 



12 Id at 1[ 6. 

13 Id at 1f 7. 

14 R. Heggestad Dec. ^ 8 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

Although Plaintiff also believes that one additional month, or four months total, should 
provide the IRS with plenty of time to analyze the reel-to-reel audio tapes as well, the Court 
could provide the IRS with a separate, longer extension concerning the reel-to-reel audio tapes 
only. The tapes are not Plaintiffs priority and Plaintiff does not intend to burden IRS personnel 
unnecessarily. 
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II> THE IRS HAS APPARENTLY MADE VERY LITTLE PROGRESS THUS FAR. 

Ms. Peirsors lengthy declaration obscures how little the IRS has actually accomplished 
after the August 3, 2006 scheduling conference. According to the IRS, it had located and copied 
the documents by September 8, 2006. ,6 Thus, it took the IRS more than one month to locate and 
copy the 1300 documents, although the 1300 documents were already collected as part of the 
larger 3000-document set. 

To the best of Plaintiffs ability to determine from the IRS' motion and Ms. Persiol's 
declaration, since September 8, 2006, the IRS has: (1) completed the Vaiighn index with respect 
to "seven of the requested 48 boxes"; 17 and (2) "reviewed approximately 40 of the [reel-to-reel] 
audio tapes expending approximately 60 hours for the review." 18 Despite this paltry progress, 
the IRS waited until four days before its Vaughn index was due to seek an extension. 19 



6 IRS Memorandum, at 5. 



17 IRS Memorandum, at 6; see also K. Piersol Dec. (Dec. 4, 2006), at 4. 

IRS Memorandum, at 6. This use of time makes little sense; the IRS knows the tapes 
are not Plaintiffs priority. It also makes little sense to have reviewed forty tapes given that 
Plaintiff and the IRS understood that Plaintiff would select only those tapes that interest it, to 
save time. See Letter from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Oct. 12, 2006), attached hereto as 
Exhibit 5. On October 31, 2006, the IRS provided a list. See Email from B. Campbell to R 
Heggestad (Oct. 31, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 6. Because of uncertainty about the cost, 
Plaintiff has not yet identified which tapes it will seek. Plaintiff does not understand why the 
IRS allocated most of the time that it did spend to the task of reviewing audio tapes that the IRS 
knows Plaintiff will likely never pursue. 

19 The IRS filed the instant motion on Monday, December 4, 2006. On Thursday, 
November 31, 2006, IRS counsel left a message for Plaintiffs counsel seeking a ninety-day 
extension. R. Heggestad Dec. K 9 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 1. Plaintiffs 
counsel returned her call later that day, and agreed to a two week extension and to consider a 
longer extension if certain documents were produced and because of the holiday season. IRS 
counsel did not respond to his offer until late Monday afternoon in a voice message stating that 
the IRS still insisted on a 90 day extension. Plaintiffs counsel did not speak to IRS counsel until 
Tuesday morning, December 5, 2006, after the IRS had already filed this motion. See id. at Tf 10. 
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The IRS attributes its slow progress largely to Ms. Peirsol's busy docket. But this is not 
Plaintiffs responsibility and the IRS could, if it chose, either help clear her schedule or provide 
her with additional assistance. 

III. THE COST ISSUE IS A "RED HERRING" AND DOES NOT JUSTIFY A 
THREE-MONTH ADDITIONAL DELAY. 

As discussed above, Plaintiffs alleged refusal to pay search and copying costs is unfair - 
the IRS never notified Plaintiff that it accepted Plaintiffs proposal. 20 Moreover, the IRS 
completed the "search and copying" phase on September 8, 2006, which means the alleged 
nonpayment of these expenses does not explain the IRS' failure to review all but seven of the 
forty-eight boxes of documents. The search and copying expense issue does not justify a three- 
month additional extension. 

Neither do the costs associated with the reel-to-reel audio tape review. The IRS did not 
contact Plaintiff about the reel-to-reel audio tape expenses until late October, 2006, nearly three 
months after the scheduling conference. Since then, there has been correspondence between 
the parties concerning the reel-to-reel audio tape costs and it should take the parties very little 
time to reach an agreement. 22 It can easily be accomplished within the next month and this 
outstanding issue certainly does not justify a three-month extension. 23 



During this conversation, Plaintiff offered a one-month additional extension, but the IRS would 
not agree to anything shorter than three months. See id. at Tf 11. 

20 Plaintiff made the proposal that the IRS has apparently accepted in late October, 2006. 
See Email from R. Heggestad to B. Campbell (Oct. 5, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 8. 

21 R. Heggestad Dec. % 13 (Dec. 8, 2006), attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

22 See id. at ^[14. 

Again, the reel-to-reel tapes are less important to Plaintiff and Plaintiff does not oppose 
an extension longer than one month with respect to the reel-to-reel tapes. 
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IV - CONCLUSION 

For the aforementioned reasons, the Court should award the IRS only a one-month 



extension. 



Date: December 8, 2006. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/s/ 



Robert E. Heggestad 



Robert E. Heggestad (D.C. Bar. No. 953380) 
John R. Gerstein (D.C. Bar. No. 913228) 
Jonathan Cohen (D.C. Bar. No. 483454) 
ROSS, DIXON & BELL, LLP 
2001 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1040 
(202) 662-2000 



Attorneys for Plaintiff 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO 

MOTION FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME was served by United States mail addressed to 
the following on this 9th day of December 2006: 

Brittney N. Campbell 
David M Katinsky 
TAX DIVISION 
Post Office Box 227 
Ben Franklin Station 
Washington, D.C. 20044 



/s/ Robert E. Heggestad 

Robert E. Heggestad 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



PAULINE STONEHILL, Co-executor and 

Co-special administrator of the Estate of Harry 

S. Stonehill, 

Calle Guillermo Tell 14 

Churriana 29140 Malaga, ESP 

Plaintiff, 



v. 



INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

1111 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20224 

Defendant. 



Case No. 06 599 (JDB) 



DECLARATION OF ROBERT E. HEGGESTAD IN SUPPORT OF 

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO GOVERNMENT'S 

MOTION FOR ENLARGEMENT OF TIME 



I, Robert E. Heggestad, declare as follows: 

1 . I am an attorney with the law firm of Ross, Dixon & Bell, LLP, attorneys for Plaintiff 
Pauline Dale Stonehill (hereinafter "Stonehill"). I make this declaration in Support of 
Plaintiffs Opposition to Government's Motion for Enlargement of Time. 

2. I offered a compromise concerning duplication and search costs to the IRS, but the IRS 
never communicated that it had accepted the offer (until the instant motion for extension). 

3. After reviewing the IRS' motion, I contacted IRS counsel who informed me that she 
"forgot" to convey the agency's agreement to Plaintiffs offer. 
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4. On November 26, 2002, during earlier Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") 
proceedings, the IRS reviewed and decided to withhold approximately 3000 documents 
pursuant to various FOIA exemptions. 

5. The 3000-document set includes the 1300 documents at issue here. 

6. Subsequently, on October 15, 2004, in the related Stonehill Rule 60(b) litigation, the IRS 
(through the Department of Justice Tax Division) submitted a final privilege log, again 
asserting various privileges to justify its decision to withhold the 3000-document set. 

7. Again, the 3000-document-set includes the 1300 documents at issue here, 

8. The IRS initially requested only thirty days to complete its Vaughn index, although I 
offered the IRS another sixty days. 

9. On Thursday, November 30, 2006, IRS counsel left a message for me seeking a ninety- 
day extension. 

1 0. 1 returned her call later that day and agreed to a two-week extension and to consider a 
longer extension if certain documents were produced and because of the holiday season. 
IRS counsel did not respond to my offer until late Monday afternoon on December 4, 
2006, in a voice message stating that the IRS still insisted on a 90 day extension. I did 
not speak to IRS counsel until Tuesday morning, December 5, 2001, after the IRS had 
already filed this motion. 

11. During this conversation, Plaintiff attempted to negotiate a less lengthy extension, but the 
IRS would not agree to anything shorter than three months. 

12. Plaintiff specifically offered another month, but the IRS declined. 

13. The IRS did not contact Plaintiff about the reel-to-reel audio tape expenses until early late 
October, 2006, nearly three months after the scheduling conference. 



Case 1 :06-cv-00599-JDB Document 1 7-2 Filed 1 2/1 1 /2006 Page 1 4 of 40 



14. There has already been correspondence between the parties concerning the reel-to-reel 
audio tape costs and it should take the parties very little time to reach an agreement. 



I declare under penalty of perjury under the law of the United States that the foregoing is 
true and correct, and if called upon as a witness, I could and would competently testify thereto. 

Executed this /_ day of December, 2006 in Washington, D.C. 




Robert E. Hegg 
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Ross, Dixon 8 Bell, llp 

200) K Street, N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20006-I040 • p (202) 662-2000 /(202) 662-2I90 



KOBKRT K. HKCCftiSTAD 
utut-t i rjjAi cni) oammsj 

I MAII It HI Mil X\ AUurUUUl AW I KM 



December 8, 2006 



VIA U.S. MAIL 

Britney Campbell, Esquire 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tax Division * 

P.O. Box 227 
Ben Franklin Station 
Washington, D.C. 20044 

Re: Stonehill v. Internal Revenue Service 

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

You advised me during our conversation on December 5, 2008 that David Katinski had 
approved our proposal to pay one-half of the search costs incurred to date. Enclosed is a check 
in the amount of $527 as agreed. 



Very truly yours, 

ROSS, DIXON & BELL, LLP 



By 



t 

/ 




Robert E. Heggestad 
REHxfw 



WASHINGTON • ORANGE COUNTY • SAN DlEGO • CHICAGO 
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ROSS, DIXON & BELL, LLP 

Invoice/Reference 

120806 



Description 



Amount 114 08 9 



$527.00 



Ross, Dixon & Bell, llp 

2001 K STREET, N.W> 
WASHINGTON, DC 20000-1040 



cmBAmcRsjj, 

WASHINGTON, DC 20036-O9O7 
15-7011-2540 



114089 



p A Y FIVE HUNDRED TWENTY-SEVEN AND 00/100 DOLLARS 



DATE 
12/08/06 



TO THE 



r ? United States Treasury 



AMOUNT 

$527.00 



t 



VOID IF NOT CASHED WTTHIN 180 DAYS 
TWO SIG NATURES REQUIRED IF OVER $2000.00 



""•OBI' ■: 251.070 !!&■: i-ISOE IB01«- 
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KOI1KKT K. IIEC'CKSTAU 



September 8, 2006 



VIA ELECT RONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAII 

Britney Campbell 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Tax Division 

P.O. Box 227 

Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, D.C. 20044 

Re: StonehiH v. IRS 

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

As a follow-up to our recent meeting, I am providing the following additional 
information related to various issues discussed during the meeting: 

h Documents Related To William W. Saunders 

r*. J" a ?w i0 T the 6I ° 3 documents that were produced relating to William W. Saunders 
( baunders ), I understand that the Internal Revenue Service ("IRS") has withheld certain 
documents containing information related to Saunders based on claims of attorney-client and 
work product privilege. We have requested that you produce an initial Vaughn Index 
identifying these documents at your earliest convenience. The remainder of the Vaughn Index 
would be produced according to the schedule that was agreed to during the status conference. 

2 - Department of Justice Relevancy Redactions 

We are requesting that the IRS produce copies of the documents described below which 
contain redactions of certain information based on the Government's claim that the information 
was not relevant to the issues in United States v. Stonehjl! When these documents were 
produced by the Government on April 14, 2006, the Government also asserted that the 
documents were "privileged documents (i.e., documents prohibited from disclosure based on the 

1 1TZ<< PnV, [ ege and att0rney , WOrk pr0duct P rivile g*0" and that it was the Government's 
intent to preserve those privileges." 1 

At the June 6 2006 hearing, the District Court rejected the Government's claims of 
privilege and overruled all objections asserted by the Government except those based on 



' See April 14. 2006 letter from Charles M. Duffy to Robert E. Heggesiad, attached hereto ai 



as Attachment A. 
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Britney Campbell 
September 8, 2006 
Page 2 



relevance grounds. 2 Subsequently, during the hearing held on July 12. 2006 the Court « 
the Government to redact certain information in the following documents because it was 
relevant to the tssues in the Stonchill proceeding- } 



allowed 
not 



1. 



2. 



Hand written notes "Ragland Comments re Newcomb Affidavit" 4 The Court 
allowed the "DOJ relevance redactions" on pages 42 and 47-50. 5 

Interviews with Revenue Service Representative Robert L. Chandler in Rome 
Italy on February II, 12, and 13, I966. 6 The Court allowed the Government to 
make relevance redactions on the last three lines of page 100, the first paragraph 
of page 101 and the first paragraph of 102. 7 ' 

3. Chief Counsel's March 4, 1966 Memorandum of Fact and Law 8 The Court 

allowed "DOJ relevance redactions" on pages 2 (Bates Stamp 1 16), page 3 (Bate 
Stamp 117) and pages I0U 15 (Bate Stamp 21 8-232). 9 We are also requesting 

S°T^!t e COmp,ete C ° pies ° f this Me ™>randum, CC Box 2, pages 569- 
686 and CC Box 2, pages 696-8 13, subject to any Court approved CIA 
redactions on the Memorandum which was produced (CC Box 2 oases 115 2^9 
Attachment F). v e JA 



4. 



March 9 1966 Memorandum from McAIeer to Rogovin. 11 The Court allowed 
DOJ relevance redactions" on Pages 1,7-8 (Bates Stamp 106, 1 12-1 13.) 12 

5 ' <"n™ W , ri " en N ° teS re Huckabee telephone conversation. 13 The Court allowed 
DOJ relevance redactions" on page 1 , bottom paragraph. 14 



A^hLen n tB riPt ° f ft ° Ceedi "* Ju " e 6 " 2006 * ^ '• Tr. 3: 8- U ; Tr. 4:6-7; Page 4. Tr. 4:8-13. attached hereto as 
M am also attaching electronically a copy of the Rule 60(b) motion recently filed which I agreed to send to Richard 
Attached hereto as Attachment C 

ASh^T ° f PrOCCeding> ,U,y I2> 2006 at PagC 9 ' Tr 10 ' 15 - 25: Pa * e >0. Tr. 1 , : 1-22. Attached hereto as 
Attached hereto as Attachment E. 

Trl4:6 2 ^ 12:20 " 25; l 3:I-2; Page .2,Tr. 13:3-25; 14:l-5;Page 13, 

a 

Attached hereto as Attachment F. 
J0 Ju 'y 12 * 2006 Transcript, Attachment Dal page 14-16 

^xtsrrs r? nott,ions - -- s74 - 583 ' «»■ «• - «• — 

^ Attached hereto as Attachment H 

ljSff^ Ad, ^ ,,,,W ,6 ' Tr ,8:,6 - ,7 = P ^ ^r. I8:18-25..1>. 19:i-20,Page 18.Tr. 
^ Attached hereto as Attachment [. 
July 12, 2006 Transcript, Attachment D at Page 18, Tr. 20:10-14. 
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Britney Campbell 
September 8, 2006 
Page 3 



The Government has acknowledged that relevance is not a proper basis for withholding 
documents under the Freedom of Information Act. The District Court in Stonehill has also held 
that the attorney-client and /or work product privileges do not apply to the documents described 
above. Under these circumstances, I would appreciate it if you could review the attached 
documents and provide us with a copy of the relevancy redacted sections at your earliest 
convenience. 15 

If you do not agree that the redacted information can be produced on an expedited basis, 
alternatively any issues regarding disclosure of the relevance redactions could be resolved in a 
motion for partial summary judgment. 

3* Deposition Transcript of Sterling Powers and November 20, 1980 Hearing 
Transcript 

I understand that the Disclosure Office is still attempting to find copies of these 
documents. 

4. Missing Documents Identified In Produced Documents 

I am enclosing copies of the documents referenced in the attachment to our First 
Amended Complaint which contain information describing documents that have not been 
identified in the Government's privilege logs. 16 I have also attached a copy of the June 29, 1962 
memorandum from Sterling Powers which is covered in part by an air delivery label. 17 

Please let me know if there additional information that we can provide regarding any of 
the above issues. 

Very truly yours, 

ROSS, DIXON & QELL, LLP 

i 



By 



\U 



Robert E. Heggestad 
REHxfw 



At this time, we are not disputing the basis for the CIA redactions previously approved by the Court. 
See Attachment J. We have obtained a copy of the December 1, 1967 letter from L. Uretz. 



17 See Attachment K 



342347 v I 



Case 1 :06-cv-00599-JDB Document 1 7-2 Filed 1 2/1 1 /2006 Page 22 of 40 



Exhibit 4 



Case 1:06-cv-00599-JDB Document 17-2 Filed 12/11/2006 Page 23 of 40 
Chelbe Williams 



From: 
Sent: 
fo: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 



Robert Heggestad 

Tuesday, December 05, 2006 3:22 PM 

Chelbe Williams 

FW; Document 

tmp.htm; doc Box29_0347.pdf 




jit* ^ 




tmp.htm (869 B) doc 

>x29„0347,pdf (2 M 



Original Message 

From: Brittney.N.Campbell@usctoj.gov (rnailto: Bri ttney . N.Campbelieusdoj . gov 
Sent: Tuesday, November 14 , 2006 6:20 PM 
To: Robert Heggestad 
Subject: PW: Document 



Mr. Heggestad, 

Attached for release to you is document 0347 from Box 29 
copy of this document by mail. 

Sincerely, 
Brittney Campbell 



You will also receive a hard 



wvuti ium 
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Brittney. 

t' \is Ihe document for release. 
«doc Box29_0347.pdf» 

'Krista L. tfersof 
Attorney CC:PA:DPI.:I301 
202-622-S543 
703-605-1930 (fax) 



file://C:\Documents and Settings\cwilI\Local SettingsYTemporary Internet Files\OLKA\tmp.htm 



12/5/2006 
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. -f 



''hi*i ; I^ttflllge.-.ice OiviBLO! 



*?»#. .'-;.■ JJo2 






"bb^r. :.". Crocks ^ l -3l2ClV:if 



,**-•* * . ,'. 



'■>-.vs .-iliias: {., ^auiKtaTBj attorney oi y^ur city, a&s v-a^n^ac nxwers c afctora? 
r.o tiiia office from the abor* taxpayers to roprssartt than before ths ^eraal " 
^venas iwrics* Mr, Saunders indicataa to v& while rr. >;an:i:,r. that >:s sn> - ; -i;; 
elisats -fished ts cooperate .Cully with this Investigation. 

He was j however, sencercied about caaaaaiioatia^g between vjin and sgrsel? ror rear 
they might be SiHiereepfcad by repraaentatireB of the Philippine GoTOrnstent. "la 
thi* respect it u&b agreed that I i*eaid sesd ail CiCBasamications to him registered 
c*i*f24*at3aa saall aad tfc&t he in tarn would ocaaEuziicate with me throu^i tfce 
Ssfcesral P^wnae Service at Honolulu who wouH i: t*rrc transmit his ocggmusieabio^ 
by registered confidential jaaH- 

It is therefor© i>equested that you ^ecei^a any eoasaur&eatioes s$p. Sauadars nay 

have far se ar£ forward tbtta to aecortfasG® with his request . 

^oald yoxi please call Itrs 3&?.nSe?s ^ ^ifov^ hin -r i-,iis ^i^n^nent, 






Sterling v/„ Posea?8 

Asele&a&b Jteve&us? Seri^lee Rspi's&ent&ii^ 

e/o 4a»pi«aa Siibassy 

APO 928 

San Fasaneiseo., Galitfsaaaia 



Bo* 



29-03* 1 



;\> 
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Ross, Dixon © Bell, llp 

200! K Street, N.W. . Washington, D.C. 20006-I040 . p (202) 662-2000 /(202) 662-2190 



ROBERT E. HEGCESTAD 

DUfc'CT DIAL: (202) 662-2054 
EMAIL; JlM60lifSTAD4iJBODLAW.COM 



October 12,2006 



VIA ELECT RONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Britney Campbell 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Tax Division 

P.O. Box 227 

Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, D.C. 20044 

Re: USA v. Stonehill 

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

„*• i, A r a f0,1 ° w - u P t0 yesterday's conversation, I am enclosing two additional documents 
which reference documents related to William W. Saunders: documents 

(1) The May 20, 1966 criminal reference letter from Mr. Uretz to Mr. Rogovin refers 

° * f a % m ™} °f W liiam Saunders" which is either "StonehiH-Brooks Exhibit 

May 2? f%3 " * ° r bU 86 10 ^ ^ ***** CoUattni1 Re P ort received 

(2) The November 23, 1 962 memorandum from Byron H. Davis to Joseph Harmon 
references memoranda of interviews with William Saunders which occurred on 
August 6, September 27, October 10, October 22 and October 23 1962 and a 
telephone conversation on November 19, 1962 which are attached to the 
memorandum as Exhibit H-I. 2 

Smm Jf U \\ P 7f k t0 h3Ve the initiaI VaUghn Index Ascriptions for these and other withheld 
Saunders related documents prior to the end of next week, it would be very much appreciated It 
would also be helpful to have a description of the audio tapes so that we cTn dSgSSf 
tapes that should be included within the scope of our pending request. Thank you 



I 



Attachment A at 16. 
2 Attachment B at 4. 
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Ross, Dixon @ Bell, llp 



Britney Campbell 
October 12,2006 
Page 2 



REHxfw 



Very truly yours, 

ROSS, DIXON & BELL, LLP 



By 



/ 



Robert B^Heggestad 



344023 v 
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Chelbe Williams 

From: 
Hent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 



Robert Heggestad 

Tuesday, December 05, 2006 4:05 PM 

Chelbe Williams 

FW: List of Tapes/Fees 

Title of the TapesPiersol.doc.DOC 



Title of the 
TapesPtersol.doc... 

Attachment also 

Original Message 

To: Robert Heggestad 

Subject: re: List of Tapes/Fees 

Bob, 

> States Treasury and should reference the case number. It can be 



mailed to 31 Hopkins Plaza Room 1210 Baltimore, MD 21201. 



****************** 



*************** 



Brittney N. Campbell 

Trial Attorney, Tax Division 

U.S. Department of Justice 

PO Box 227, Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, DC 20044 

Telephone: {202) 353-2260 

Facsimile: (202) 514-6866 

brittney . n . campbellGusdo j . gov 



•t 
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Number 



1 



2 
3 



J: 
9 



10 



11 



12 



13 



14 



15 



16 



17 



18 



19 



20 



21 



22 



23 



24 



25 



26 



27 



28 



29 



30 



31 



32-92 



Label on the CD 



No. 1 S.W.P. 
No. 2 S.W.P. 



No. 3 S.W.P. 



No. 4 Powers 



No. 5 Powers 



No. 6 Powers 



No. 7 Powers 



No. 8 Powers 



No. 9 Powers 



No. 10 Powers 



No. 1 1 Powers 



No. 12 Powers 



No. 1 Antonio Carrion, Jr. 



No. 2 Antonio Carrion. Jr. 



No. 3 Antonio Carrion. Jr. 



No. 4 Antonio Carrion. Jr. 



No. 5 Carrion, Jr. & Mr. 
Taal 



No. 2 



No. 2 



No. 3 



No. 4 



No. 5 



No. 6 Antonio Carrion Jr. 
No. 7 Antonio Carrion Jr. 



No. 6 Taal 



No. 6 Mr. Wellington Koo 
No. 1 Sokolow May 2, 1 967 



No. 2 Sokolow Mr. Buthala 



No. 3 Mr. Buthala Mr. John 
Joseph Brooks Mr. Murray 
M. Otstott, Jr. 



No. 4 Mr. Murray Otstott, 
Jr. Mr. ShefF 



No.SMr.Sheff&Mr.Real 
Deportation Hearings 



Content of the Tape 



Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 
Powers Deposition 
Powers Deposition 
Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 
Powers Deposition 



Powers Deposition 
Powers Deposition 



Carrion Deposition 



Carrion Deposition 
Carrion Deposition 
Carrion Deposition 
Carrion Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 
Diokno Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 



Diokno Deposition 



Taal Deposition 



Koo Deposition 



Sokolow Deposition 



Sokolow & Buthala 
Deposition 



Buthala & Brooks 
Deposition 



Otstott & Sheff Deposition 



Sheff & Real Deposition 



2002815.1 
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-^rom: Robert Heggestad 

Wt: Monday, October 30, 2006 12:10 PM 

To: Chelbe Williams 

Subject; FW: re 



Original Message 

From: Robert Heggestad 

Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2006 11:42 AM 
To: ' Brittney. N. Campbell Gusdoj .gov' 
Subject: RE; re 

Br ^!l n ?ro aV V OU heard back from the IRS on the status of getting descriptions of the 
withheld Saunders documents. I am assuming that some of the document descriptions will 
cover the document I sent recently referencing "statements" by Saunders. I would also 
appreciate it if you can send me correspondence advising me of the IRS position regarding 
the Powers deposition and the 1984 hearing transcript. Finally, when can we get the 
duplicate copies of the March 4, 1966 Chief Counsels memorandum. It would be helpful to 
dispose of some of these miscellaneous issues. I think that I had previously asked that 
you ^ send me something in writing detailing the IRS position on the Districts Court's 
decision re attorney-client/work product privilege. Thank you Bob 

Original Message 

From: Brittney, N .CampbellGusdoj . gov [mailto: Brittney . N. Campbell @usdoj gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2006 5:21 PM 
To: Robert Heggestad 
Subject: re 



Brittney N. Campbell 

Trial Attorney, Tax Division 

U*S. Department of Justice 

PO Box 227, Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, DC 20044 

Telephone: (202) 353-2260 

Facsimile: (202) 514-6866 

brittney . n . campbell @ us do j . gov 
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Chelbe Williams 



F rom: Robert Heggestad 

] ent: Tuesday, December 05, 2006 422 PM 

ro: Chelbe Williams 

Su bject: FW: List of Tapes/Fees 



Original Message 

From: Robert Heggestad 

Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2006 4:16 PM 

To; ' Brittney. N.CampbellGusdoj .gov' 

Cc: Jonathan Cohen 

Subject: RE: List of Tapes/Fees 



c, bthe „„... „„, „ y 1#tt . r addre L es t2 , StSr t KJu:."s t dS^^ l j.K:r5:? ^ss. 

Original Message 

To: Robert Heggestad 

Subject: re: List of Tapes/Fees 

Bob, 

> States Treasury and should reference the case number. It can be 

> mailed to 31 Hopkins Plaza Room 1210 Baltimore, MD 21201. 

********************************* 

Brittney n. Campbell 

Trial Attorney, Tax Division 

U.S. Department of Justice 

PO Box 227, Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, DC 20044 

Telephone: (202) 353-2260 

Facsimile: (202) 514-6866 

brittney . n . campbell@usdoj . gov 
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Exhibit 9 



* 

Case 1:06-cv-00599-JDB Document 17-2 Filed 12/11/2006 
Chelbe Williams 



Page 37 of 40 



JYom: 
lent; 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 



Robert Heggestad 

Tuesday. December 05, 2006 418 PM 

Chelbe Williams 

FW: Attached Image 

3287JJ01.pdf 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 



Robert Heggestad 

Wednesday, November 08, 2006 12:44 PM 

■Bnttney.N.Campbeff@usdoj.gov 1 

FW: Attached Image 



gS^h"" d , ocu T n,S "°>""<*"y- °»» «™ Posing a several thousand oS °Sr« tr'severafcDa The^ 

Wewlll proceed to draft molions for partial summary and advise the Court thai we have been unabie to resolve these 
Regards, Bob 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 



copier@rdblawxom F mailto:copier(S)rdb.aw.rom1 
Wednesday, November 08, 2006 11:02 AM 
Robert Heggestad 
Attached Image 




3287_001.pdf (51 
KB) 
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Ross, Dixon 8 Bell, llp 

2001 K Slreet. N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20006-1040 • p (202) 662-2000 /(202) 662-2190 



ROBERT E. KECCESTAO 

outer DiAl <J0!M6!.!0M 
kvum K"i!noniTAOM«n«i.AW com 



November 29, 2006 



VIA ELECT RONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAff 

Britney Campbell, Esquire 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Tax Division 

P.O. Box 227 

Ben Franklin Station 

Washington, D.C. 20044 

Re: Stonehill v. IRS 

Dear Ms. Campbell: 

We have previously discussed the scope of IRS review of 6103 documents relating to 
William W. Saunders (:Saunders"). Apparently, the IRS has assured you that it has produced all 
documents relating Saunders and that no documents have been withheld separately relating to 
Saunders based on attorney-client/work product privilege. 

In the documents that were produced by the IRS on June 20, 2006, the first document 
Bate-stamped Box 18-0965, discusses Saunders tax liability arising from various transactions 
and his upcoming deposition. Although the pages following 18-0965 (Box 18-0966-0967) were 
withheld based on 6103 ("schedule and election made by third-party taxpayers in connection 
with their U.S. income tax returns"), they were not produced as part of the Saunders 6 103 
documents. Please confirm that the documents Bate-stamped Box 1 8-0966-0967 do not relate 
to Saunders. 

A second document produced on June 20, 2006 was the Statement of Examining 
Officer's Proposed Adjustment for William and Gertrude Saunders, Box 54-1251-1260 The 
second to last page of this document (Box 54-1259) has been largely redacted except for the 
phrase "such time as a final determination is made in the case of Williams W. Saunders, who has 
pending before you." According to the privilege log, the only exemption claimed for 
withholding that page was 6103. Please provide me with an unredacted copy of that page. 

Finally, during the litigation with the Tax Division, I attempted to identify 6103 
documents relating to Saunders in the privilege log. Subsequently, I requested that all 
documents relating to Saunders, regardless of whether they were highlighted in the privilege log 
should be included within the scope of the document request. Please confirm that all 6 1 03 
documents related to Saunders have been produced, regardless of whether they were highlighted 
m the privilege log. 
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Ross, Dixon 8 Bell, llp 



Britney Campbell, Esquire 
November 29, 2006 
Page 2 



I have not received a response to my repeated requests for the following documents- ( 1 ) 
the November 20, 1984 hearing transcript and the Powers deposition transcript (both of which 
can be obtained from Tax Division counsel); (2) the copies of the March 4, 1966 Memorandum 
of Fact and Law; and (3) the documents previously identified that containing redactions based on 
relevance. My e-mail to you (and David Katinski) regarding the IRS request for search costs 
also remains unanswered. ' 

Please advise me of the status of these requests at your earliest convenience. 



Very truly yours, 

ROSS, DIXON & BELL, LLP 



Robert B: H^ggestad 
REHxfw 




346l29v t 



